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Abstract 
Past approaches adopted by scholars in comparing international news 
have tended to concentrate on political and economic perspectives, while 
the role that culture plays in determining news has been somewhat 
neglected until recently. This article examines the role of culture in the 
development of journalistic practices and how a value systems approach 
can be applied to understanding journalism practices across cultures. 
Specifically, this paper compares German and Anglo-American 
journalism practices with a view to locating differences between these 
traditions. The study demonstrates that using value systems as developed 
by Dutch anthropologist Geert Hofstede can be immensely useful in 
comparing the differences between the two traditions, as well as in 
understanding how journalists in these traditions report about the world.  
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Overview 
Much of past communication research has concentrated on and adopted 
predominantly political, economic and sociological models, as observed by Hamid 
Mowlana (1997). Examples of such approaches are the political and economic 
divisions of First, Second and Third Worlds, global North and South, terms such as 
developed and developing worlds, as well as the core-periphery approaches. Mowlana 
recommended that, in order to investigate communication issues in a more 
comprehensive manner, scholars must move beyond these models and incorporate 
anthropological, linguistic and socio-cultural frameworks. Recent trends in 
communication research have thus placed a stronger emphasis on cultural factors and 
the need to look at factors other than traditional political or economic approaches 
(Servaes, 1999). 
     This article demonstrates how a cultural approach can contribute to a more holistic 
understanding of the development of journalism practices in Anglo-American 
countries as well as in Germany. In particular, the article investigates how the value 
systems approach developed by Dutch anthropologist Geert Hofstede (2001), together 
with existing research on differences in journalism practices, can be employed in 
creating a more comprehensive approach to the study of journalism. In recent times, 
there has been a burgeoning amount of research into the concept of journalistic 
culture, as well as how journalism is practiced differently around the world. Studies 
have examined, on a mostly descriptive-level, the attitudes and values of journalists in 
a variety of countries in order to find differences and similarities to allow for 
classifications on this level. The first large scale effort in this regard were the 
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journalist surveys around the world in the early 1990s and which were included in 
Weaver (1998). There have since been numerous studies in this area, focusing on 
individual countries (eg. Weischenberg, Scholl and Malik, 2006; Weaver, Randall, 
Brownlee, Voakes and Wilhoit, 2007) as well as cross-national surveys (eg. Deuze, 
2002; Donsbach and Patterson, 2004). However, as Hanitzsch (2007) has pointed out, 
there was now a real need to examine the issue on a more conceptual level. Using a 
framework around cultural dimensions is believed to provide one avenue for such an 
approach. 
 
A cultural approach to investigating journalism practice 
There exists a vast number of definitions of the term culture, ranging from all-
encompassing definitions that declare culture to be ‘everything’ to the more narrow 
definitions of such cultural institutions as the opera. In fact, even as long as 50 years 
ago, anthropologists Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952) had listed 164 definitions of the 
term culture. However, one of the most cited definitions of culture has been that of 
Samovar, Porter and Jain (1981): 
 
Culture is the deposit of knowledge, experience, beliefs, values, 
attitudes, meanings, hierarchies, religion, timing, roles, spatial 
relations, concepts of the universe, and material objects and 
possessions acquired by a large group of people in the course of 
generations through individual and group striving. Culture 
manifests itself in patterns of language and in forms of activity and 
behavior that act as models for both the common adaptive acts and 
the styles of communication that enable us to live in a society 
within a given geographic environment at a given state of technical 
development at a particular moment in time … Culture is 
persistent, enduring and omnipresent (Samovar, Porter and Jain, 
1981: 24--25). 
 
     This definition of culture constitutes the framework for how culture has been 
applied in this study. In fact, it has been argued that communication and culture are 
inseparable. For instance, Lie (2003: 35) points out that: ‘The whole process of 
communication is embedded in a cultural environment. Culture circulates through 
communication.’ 
     While cultures can be extremely complex, some generalizations can be made in the 
form of cultural patterns. As noted by Samovar and Porter (2001: 58), the term 
‘cultural patterns refers to both the conditions that contribute to the way in which a 
people perceive and think about the world and the manner in which they live in that 
world.’ Samovar and Porter observed that because cultural patterns were systematic, 
repetitive and widely shared by most members of a culture, they were useful in the 
study of intercultural communication. 
     Of course, cultures are not homogenous entities, and their heterogeneity can make 
generalizations about one country problematic. For example, different ethnic groups 
or religions may exist in one country or high immigration may lead to a more 
heterogeneous culture. Therefore, the common cultural patterns for a country will 
need to be limited to the dominant culture in that country (Samovar and Porter, 2001: 
59). This paper acknowledges that cultures are not homogenous entities but for the 
purpose of understanding journalistic practices, the analysis needs to be restricted to 
dominant cultures. That such an approach is beneficial is also supported by the 
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argument that journalists constantly reproduce the dominant power paradigms. Thus, 
journalists tend to view the world through the eyes of the dominant culture. 
     There are a number of possibilities for building a cultural framework for the 
analysis of journalism practice. Servaes (2002), for instance, has suggested four 
distinguishable empirical dimensions that could act as frameworks for a study such as 
this. Servaes (2002), drawing on Samovar, Porter and Stefani (2001), identifies four 
parameters for distinguishing between cultures. These include: world view, value 
systems, systems of social organization and systems of symbolic representation. 
These parameters can be approached separately, but a combination of these 
dimensions seems logical to achieve a holistic approach. 
     World view can include issues such as a country’s religion, as well as other world 
views, such as mechanistic or monistic world views. Value systems analysis includes 
approaches such as those of Hofstede (2001), Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) and 
ET Hall (1976). Such approaches separate cultures in terms of values dimensions, 
such as individualism/collectivism (Hofstede, 2001), value orientations, such as how 
cultures differ in their response to five basic questions, or problems (Kluckhohn and 
Strodtbeck, 1961) or in relation to how cultures derive meaning, i.e. their high-context 
or low-context orientation (Hall, 1976). Systems of social organization can include 
approaches such as political and economic systems, but also history and even 
geography, as these factors provide a culture with its identity, values, goals and 
expectations (Samovar and Porter, 2001: 123). Finally, systems of symbolic 
representation is important to consider in this context, and in particular the role of 
language. Language is ‘a set of symbols shared by a community to communicate 
meaning and experience’ (Jandt, 2004: 147) and thus can be linked directly to culture. 
Through language, we construct and deconstruct our culture, learning who ‘we’ are 
and who ‘they’ are (Lull, 2000: 139).  
     This cultural framework with its four broad areas, which are all related to one 
another, enables us to examine more holistically journalism practices – including the 
similarities and differences – as they apply to Anglo-American and German 
journalism traditions. There are quite significant differences between Germany and 
Anglo-American countries in terms of how journalism is viewed by news workers and 
how it is practiced. This paper focuses in particular on how some of these distinctions 
can be viewed in the light of the value systems dimensions. 
 
Value systems 
Among the approaches relevant to a value systems approach are Hofstede’s (2001; 
Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005) value dimensions, Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) 
value orientations and ET Hall’s (1976) high-context and low-context orientations. 
This section concentrates on Hofstede’s work, as it allows for some valuable 
approaches to cultural roots of journalism. 
     Dutch anthropologist Geert Hofstede’s work on international differences in work-
related values is based on a number of studies that surveyed thousands of employees 
of multi-national corporations across more than 50 countries. Hofstede found five 
independent dimensions along which dominant value systems could be ordered. These 
dimensions included a) power distance, b) individualism, c) masculinity, d) 
uncertainty avoidance and e) long-term orientation (Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005).  
     Power distance, according to Hofstede, is the extent to which the less powerful 
members of institutions and organizations, such as the family, accept and expect that 
power is distributed unequally. In countries with a short power distance, then, people 
believe they are close to power and that they have a right to that power. People in 
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these countries believe in equality, that power is something everyone can achieve. In 
countries with a large power distance, however, the gap between the powerful and the 
powerless is much larger, and the powerless have come to accept that situation. There 
exists a much stronger system of social hierarchy. Examples of countries with a short 
power distance are Austria, Israel, Denmark and New Zealand, while on the other 
hand the Philippines, Mexico, Venezuela and India are countries with a large power 
distance.  
     Hofstede’s second value dimension, individualism, refers to the importance of the 
individual in a society. There are individualist societies, in which there are only loose 
ties between individuals and everyone primarily looks after themselves and their 
immediate family. In collectivist societies, however, individuals are part of very 
strong and cohesive groups, such as extended families with dozens of members, 
which protect them in exchange for unconditional loyalty. Examples of the most 
individualist countries are the United States, Australia, the United Kingdom and the 
Netherlands, while Guatemala, Venezuela, Ecuador and Panama were among the 
most collectivist countries.  
     Masculinity, according to Hofstede, refers to the degree to which masculine or 
feminine traits are dominant in a society. Masculinity is the extent to which a society 
is dominated by male values. In such a masculine society, men are more assertive and 
ambitious and there is a greater gap between women’s and men’s values. In feminine 
societies, however, men are less domineering and are more modest and tender in their 
behavior. Therefore these countries usually place a high value on the equality of 
genders. Countries with a high masculinity index include Japan, Hungary, Austria and 
Venezuela, whereas Sweden, Norway, the Netherlands and Denmark have a low 
masculinity index.  
     Uncertainty avoidance is concerned with the degree to which a society can deal 
with uncertainty, i.e. whether a member of a culture is comfortable or uncomfortable 
in a new and unknown situation. Uncertainty avoiding cultures live by strict laws, 
rules, security and safety measures and rituals to minimize the possibility of 
unstructured situations. People in these cultures also have higher levels of anxiety and 
stress. In uncertainty accepting cultures, people more easily accept and deal with 
unknown situations, and are generally more tolerant of opinions and beliefs that are 
different from their own. They try to minimize the number of rules and seldom 
express their emotions. Truth is a central concept when considering uncertainty 
avoidance: Uncertainty avoiding countries believe in an absolute truth, whereas 
uncertainty accepting ones take a more relativist position. Countries with a high level 
of uncertainty avoidance include Greece, Portugal, Belgium and Japan, whereas 
Singapore, Denmark, Sweden and Hong Kong are the most uncertainty accepting 
countries. 
     Long-term orientation is a dimension that cross-cultural psychologist Michael 
Bond, together with a group of Chinese scholars, added to Hofstede’s list of originally 
only four dimensions (Chinese Culture Connection, 1987; Hofstede and Bond, 1988). 
The Chinese Culture Connection had been concerned that Hofstede’s four dimensions 
had been constructed and analyzed only by Western scholars. Bond and his Chinese 
colleagues used their own questionnaires developed by Chinese scholars. Their survey 
confirmed three of Hofstede’s four dimensions, with the exception being uncertainty 
avoidance, a value they argued was not relevant to Eastern cultures. Instead of the 
search for ‘truth’, Eastern cultures were more concerned with ‘virtues’. The long-term 
orientation dimension has also been referred to as Confucian Dynamism, thus named 
because the values investigated were related to Confucian teachings. However, 
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Confucian Dynamism is not solely restricted to Eastern countries and can be applied 
in other cultures of the world as well. Countries with a high long-term orientation 
score include China, Hong Kong, Taiwan and Japan, while countries with a short-
term orientation include the Philippines, Canada and West and East African countries. 
     One area where differences in cultural values have been prominent in relation to 
journalism practice has been the debate about Asian values in journalism. Propagated 
mainly by the Singaporean and Malaysian governments under Lee Kuan Yew and 
Mahathir Mohamad respectively, Asian values such as respect for authority (power 
distance) and an emphasis on benefit to the community rather than the individual 
(collectivism) were supposed to lead to a new type of journalism, different from that 
of the West (Xu, 2005). A major stumbling block for this approach has however been 
the fact that Asian cultures differ widely from one another and it is highly 
questionable whether there is one Asian culture. The approach was also perceived by 
some people as an excuse for restricting press freedom (Xu, 2005). In the Pacific 
Islands there have been similar calls for a Pacific approach to journalism, inspired by 
Epeli Hau’ofa’s (1993) idea of the Pacific Way. This approach has, however, 
encountered the same problems as that in Asia, namely the fact that Pacific Islands 
also vary widely, for example between Melanesian and Polynesian societies. 
     Just as there is no one all-encompassing Asian or Pacific Island culture, Western 
countries are also diverse in their values and cultures, and, as pointed out previously, 
it would be dangerous to lump all Western countries into one basket. This becomes 
apparent if we investigate the value systems of the three countries in this study (Table 
1). The comparison and analysis in this paper shows how differences in values have a 
profound effect on how journalism is practiced and therefore underline the importance 
of investigating national cultures. 
 
Insert Table 1 about here 
 
     According to Hofstede’s data, all three countries appear to be reasonably similar 
along the dimensions of power distance, masculinity and long-term orientation. When 
we consider the dimensions of individualism and uncertainty avoidance, some quite 
distinct differences between German and Anglo-American values are apparent. While 
German culture is much less individualist and tend toward a more collectivist 
character compared to the US and UK, Germans also have higher uncertainty 
avoidance, indicating that rules are stricter and there are more measures in place to 
minimize unstructured situations. One would expect that these differences in values 
may have an effect on journalistic practices in these countries. For example, one could 
expect stricter rules for journalists, for example in terms of ethical guidelines. In fact, 
the German ethics code (Pressekodex) is much more detailed than US and British 
ethical codes. A more detailed discussion of ethical codes will follow later. 
     Hofstede’s work is relevant to the study of comparative journalism practice in that 
it offers a number of dimensions along which to classify various cultures. However, 
his work has not been without criticism, with much of it directed at the methodology 
he employed. McSweeney (2002) argued that Hofstede had generalized about national 
cultures on the basis of a few questionnaires from IBM subsidiaries in some countries. 
McSweeney further argued that IBM employees in one country could hardly be 
representative of a whole culture, in addition to the fact that in some countries fewer 
than 100 questionnaires were completed. Another point of criticism was that the 
initial surveys did not include Arab countries and only one African country, South 
Africa, which, at the time of Apartheid, would unlikely have included much of the 
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values of the country’s black population (Samovar and Porter, 2001). Further, as 
Servaes (2002) has argued, Hofstede made the implicit argument that there existed 
regional or (sub)continental clusters of cultures, for example an Asian culture or 
European culture. Servaes argued that, for some of the value dimensions, some 
countries would differ considerably internally as well as externally, and it was 
therefore misleading to generalize in terms of Asian or European cultures. Samovar 
and Porter (2001) have also pointed out that much of Hofstede’s work has not been 
systematically investigated in follow-up research, with only individualism-
collectivism gaining extension in a number of other studies. In fact, Gudykunst and 
Lee (2003) have argued that individualism-collectivism was the major dimension of 
cultural variability, which existed at a cultural and also individual level. As such, 
individualism-collectivism was the most important of the dimensions.  
     Despite some of the above criticisms of Hofstede’s work, it allows for some valid 
classifications of national cultures, and the dimensions offer an opportunity in order to 
apply them to the development of journalism practices across countries. In order to 
see how some value dimensions may have affected the development and practice of 
journalism in Anglo-American countries and in Germany, it is necessary to examine 
the historical background of the development of the press there and the understanding 
of what the duty of a journalist is in these countries.  
 
Comparing Anglo-American and German journalism practices 
It is often believed, sometimes incorrectly, that journalism is practiced in the same 
way in most countries. Esser (1998) points out that comparisons of journalistic 
practices need to take into account cultural differences in the understanding of what 
journalism is:  
 
In mass communication research, some Anglo-Saxon scholars 
seem to believe that organizational structures and routines in 
newspaper offices are the same everywhere. There are, however 
fundamental differences between countries, although from just 
looking at the final product one would hardly assume it (Esser, 
1998: 376). 
 
     The difference in the understanding of the term ‘freedom of expression’ in the 
Anglo-American and German context is of particular importance here. Wilke (2003b) 
notes that, historically, the prevailing view in France and Germany was of freedom of 
expression as the right of the individual to speak their mind and disseminate their 
opinions. In England, however, the view was that of a press as an expression of public 
opinion. Thus, freedom of the press in the UK was interpreted as freedom of social 
communication from the very beginning, while in continental Europe the tendency 
was to view it as a natural right of the individual to develop (Köcher, 1986). ‘The 
latter view encourages conscious subjective evaluation while the former impedes it’ 
(Köcher, 1986: 46). We can see then how differences in the histories of Germany and 
the UK had an impact on the development and understanding of the term ‘press 
freedom’. This in turn had an important impact on the development of the respective 
journalistic practices. 
     In a comparison of early German and American social theories of the press, Hardt 
(1979) noted the ideological differences regarding the treatment of leadership, the 
press and public opinion in these two countries. According to Hardt (1979: 21--22), 
the prevailing view in the German context was an elitist-aristocratic one, in which the 
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press served social and cultural elites in their communication with the masses, with 
journalists often becoming mere instruments in the transmission of knowledge. Thus, 
‘the idea of the “average man” as a participant in the process of social communication 
is seriously reduced to that of a cooperating consumer of information’ (Hardt, 1979: 
22).  
     In the United States, however, the dominant view was of the press as a vehicle 
where everyone could get a say, ‘a forum for the review of all ideas’ (Hardt, 1979: 22; 
his emphasis). Thus, Hardt (1979: 22) argued, ‘the press offers access to all kinds of 
commercial or political thoughts; and despite its economic interests, it is basically 
seen in the context of a classless society’. So while a much more elitist, or top-down 
view prevailed in Germany, the American experience, which of course needs to be 
seen in the context of the United States’ history, proposed a much more egalitarian 
approach, in which, as Hardt (1979: 22) says, all information is considered as equally 
important. 
     Esser (1998: 384) noted that the understanding of objectivity was also quite 
different in England and Germany: ‘Philosophical paradigms and historical 
experiences prevented a strong culture of objective journalism in Germany’. That is to 
say, while in the UK there existed a ‘positivist, rational and empirical way of 
thinking’, this was opposed to the German ‘inclination for abstract theorizing and 
speculation’ (Esser, 1998: 384). Incidentally, these differences in thinking were also 
expressed in the way academic scholarship went about examining the press, as Hardt 
(1979) pointed out. Thus, German journalists saw themselves as ‘vehicles of views’ 
(Esser, 1998: 384), and journalistic yardsticks were not neutral news reports but rather 
editorial commentaries.  
     An important point regarding the understanding of news in Germany in this 
context has been raised by Mawugbe (2002) who noted the origin of the German word 
for news, which is Nachrichten. Split into two syllables, Nach and Richten, Mawugbe 
(2002) argued they denoted the ‘direction of a thing’. ‘Connotatively, Nachrichten 
suggests the sense of system-direction … The mediated image (news) is then not new, 
but rather a systematic amoebic rotation meant to keep systems on their predefined 
social, cultural and political axis’ (Mawugbe, 2002: 184). Some German newspapers 
actually advertise themselves as having ‘opinions’. Such is the case for the 
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, which describes itself as a newspaper with an 
opinion: ‘The F.A.Z. speaks its mind, and is opinion-forming’ (Frankfurter 
Allgemeine Zeitung, 2003: 11).  
     Köcher (1986: 43) found a strong tendency in Germany of journalism following 
‘the traditional role of a species of political and intellectual career, which tends to 
place a lot of value on opinion and less on news’. This was supported by her findings 
which showed that 42 per cent of German journalists, and only 14 per cent of British 
journalists categorized themselves as ‘intellectuals’ (Köcher, 1986: 50). It should be 
noted that this approach of German journalists as ‘missionaries’ and British 
journalists as ‘bloodhounds’ (Köcher, 1986) has been refuted somewhat by Schneider, 
Schönbach and Stürzebecher (1993), who argued that missionary journalism in 
Germany might be on the way out. Yet, as Donsbach (2003) noted, the differences 
still dominate.  
     Partly as a result of these attitudes, German journalists enjoy more autonomy than 
their British and American counterparts. This power is also reflected in how partisan 
newspapers are. As Patterson and Donsbach (1996: 465) found in their study of 
journalists in the UK, US, Germany, Italy and Sweden, the German media system was 
the most partisan, while the US and British systems were the least partisan. Viewed in 
Hanusch A product of their culture 8 
the context of the respective journalistic traditions in these countries, these results are 
not surprising. 
     A major difference in the work of journalists in Anglo-Saxon countries and 
Germany is the way the work is divided, as Deuze (2002) documented in a 
comparative study of national news cultures in The Netherlands, Germany, Britain, 
Australia and the USA. In line with other studies by Esser (1998), Köcher (1986) and 
Wilke (2003a), Deuze (2002) discerned as the main difference between the Dutch and 
German practice of journalism and the Anglo-American way the basic approach to the 
work itself. In Anglo-Saxon countries, journalists are tied to a certain function, with 
different positions existing for news writing (reporter) and layout and selecting (sub-
editor and section editor) (Deuze, 2002). In Dutch and German news organizations, 
however, journalists approach their work more holistically, combining news writing, 
selection and layout into one position, known in Germany as redakteur. Esser (1998: 
378) noted that while ‘you need almost a dozen job labels to describe the members of 
a British newsroom, all German members call themselves redakteur (ie. editor or desk 
worker)’. This meant, according to Esser (1998), that news reporting, writing 
editorials, editing and technical production were all regarded as equally relevant for a 
German news worker, whereas in the UK these tasks were divided up in positions 
such as reporters, subeditors, leader writers, and page planners or design subeditors. 
     Hence, a reason why German media are more partisan lies in the length of the 
gatekeeper chain. While in Germany a story will travel from the correspondent 
straight to the redakteur, and from there into the newspaper, in Anglo-Saxon countries 
there are many more checking and editing stages (Esser, 1998). Esser (1998: 399) 
then notes one important difference between the German and Anglo-Saxon way of 
practicing journalism: ‘(German newspapers’) editorial structures are more “open” 
which means (1) the organizational bias is much less explicit and (2) the editorial 
structures are less able to prevent personal bias from getting into the paper’.  
     Comparing individual country studies for Australia, the US, UK, Germany and 
The Netherlands, Deuze (2002) noted the cultural differences in journalists’ role 
perceptions. While in The Netherlands and Germany there was at least a subset of 
journalists who defined journalism’s watchdog role as a ‘pro-people’ rather than ‘anti-
government’ stance, Deuze (2002: 142) found that Australian and British journalists 
rated the adversary role high, which, he believed, suggested a Commonwealth 
tradition in journalism. Again, viewed in the context of the theoretical backgrounds of 
what the task of the press is, this finding further legitimizes the need to examine news 
coverage from a cultural framework, as there are obvious differences in Anglo-
American and German attitudes to journalism. 
     Another difference between Anglo-Saxon and German journalism practices was 
documented in Esser’s (1998) study of the newsrooms of two major regional 
newspapers in the UK and one in Germany. One obvious difference between the two 
countries was in the layout of the newsrooms. Esser (1998) noted that whereas British 
and American newspapers favored centralized newsrooms, German newspapers 
tended to decentralize their work by maintaining more branch offices which produced 
complete sections of the newspaper, over which they had almost complete control. 
Further, open-plan offices, so common in British newsrooms, are almost unheard of in 
German newspapers. In Germany, ‘newspapers tend to have a much smaller main 
newsroom but many more rooms for individual journalists’ (Esser, 1998: 381).  
     German journalists have, in contrast to British journalists, also been found to be 
more in favor of news as an intellectual product than as entertainment. Esser (1999) 
found that in Britain more journalists (47 per cent) saw their role as ‘providing 
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entertainment’ than as ‘developing intellectual and cultural interests of the public’ (30 
per cent). In Germany, however, it was the opposite, with 30 per cent seeing the 
development of intellectual and cultural interests as important, as opposed to 19 per 
cent regarding entertainment as important.  
     Esser (1999) also noted the fact that tabloid newspapers have never really been 
accepted in Germany and that German quality newspapers showed much fewer signs 
of ‘tabloidization’ than British quality newspapers did. One reason for this, according 
to Esser (1999), is that in Germany 79 to 90 per cent of newspapers are home-
delivered, while in Britain they account only for around one-third of sales. ‘Therefore 
front pages, headlines and exclusives are much more important for British papers both 
quality and popular’ (Esser, 1999: 318). The use of eye-catching headlines as well as 
visual appeals (for example, large photos on the front page but also the use of display 
advertising on billboards) had the purpose of attracting readers to buy the newspaper.  
     Another area in which we can identify differences in values as one of the reasons 
behind differences in journalism practice is that of ethics. If we compare the ethical 
codes of journalists in the United States, United Kingdom and Germany, one 
important difference becomes apparent just by looking at the documents. Both the 
codes of the US-based Society of Professional Journalists (SPJ) and the British 
National Union of Journalists (NUJ) easily fit on an A4 page. The SPJ code is divided 
into a preamble and four broader areas, which each have a number of more specific 
statements relating to the area. The NUJ code consists of 14 guiding principles 
designed to inform journalists in decision-making. As such then, these codes are 
formulated reasonably broadly, allowing for differing interpretations on specific 
situations. In contrast, the German journalists’ code of ethics, or Pressekodex, runs for 
24 A4 pages, and contains 16 general principles. Each of these principles, however, is 
again divided into a number of sub-categories.  
     The difference in how the ethical codes apply to practical circumstance becomes 
more apparent when we look at, for example, how the codes guide the coverage of 
death. The SPJ code of ethics covers this aspect in the area of: ‘Minimize Harm: 
Ethical journalists should treat sources, subjects and colleagues as human beings 
deserving of respect’ (Society of Professional Journalists, 1996). In its explanatory 
notes under this area, the code states that journalists should; a) show compassion for 
those who may be affected by news coverage; b) be sensitive when seeking or using 
interviews or photographs of those affected by tragedy or grief; and c) show good 
taste and not pander to lurid curiosity. The British NUJ code of ethics only deals with 
the issue in Clause 6, where it states that ‘subject to the justification by over-riding 
considerations of the public interest, a journalist shall do nothing which entails 
intrusion into private grief and distress’ (National Union of Journalists, 2008).  
     The German Pressekodex, on the other hand, deals with this issue quite 
extensively, and is symptomatic of the overall approach of the code. Of the 16 
clauses, four can be applied to the issue of the coverage of death. Firstly, Clause 1 
states that the highest precept of the press is the respect for truth, respect for human 
dignity and truthful reporting (Deutscher Presserat, 2005: 3). Additionally, Clause 8 
states that the press needs to respect people’s privacy. If private conduct affects wider 
public interests, however, this could be considered on a case-by-case basis. In sub-
clause 8.1 the code states that the naming and visual illustration of victims and 
culprits were generally not justified in the reporting of accidents, crimes, 
investigations and court cases. Further, as sub-clause 8.2 states, victims of accidents 
or crimes have a right to special protection of their identities. Some exceptions could 
be made for public persons or in special circumstances. This protection of names 
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means that in German newspapers, victims of accidents or crimes are almost always 
referred to by their first names and the first letter of their surname.  
     Two further clauses of the Pressekodex apply to covering death. Clause 10 states 
that written or visual publications which could offend moral or religious sensibilities 
are not allowed. Clause 11 deals with the sensational depiction of violence and 
brutality. Thus, according to sub-clause 11.1, a depiction is inappropriately 
sensational when the person is disparaged down to an object, a bare instrument. 
Further, sub-clause 11.3 states that the reporting on accidents and disasters is to be 
restricted by the respect for the suffering of victims and the feelings of relatives. 
Those affected by the event should as a rule not become victims a second time 
through the nature of the reporting.  
     As can be seen from the descriptive nature of these clauses, German journalists 
have a more explicit rule system to work with, which leads to the application of the 
value systems dimension, and which also links to the language dimension. According 
to Hofstede and Hofstede (2005), Germany is a strong uncertainty avoiding country, 
while the United States and United Kingdom are considered as weak uncertainty 
avoiding. Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) have noted that uncertainty avoiding cultures 
favor precise laws over more general laws. This would also apply more generally to 
language and its complexity in rules. Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) found that most 
English-speaking countries had weak uncertainty avoidance, while German-speaking 
countries were medium-high uncertainty avoiding and romance language-speaking 
countries were generally high uncertainty avoiding. They pointed out that, in high 
uncertainty avoiding countries, language tends to be governed by more complex rules, 
perhaps explaining in part why German journalists have a more complex code of 
ethics. 
     Yet acting ethically also depends to an extent on the existing guidelines. Hofstede 
and Hofstede (2005) have argued that what is ethical depends on a culture’s value 
position. It is clear that the US, UK and Germany all adhere to Judeo-Christian 
principles, and in fact overall the codes of conduct do not differ all that much in their 
basic ideas. But there appear to be small differences in their details. Elsewhere, I have 
argued that German journalists were more likely to exercise a consideration of self in 
such decisions whether they would cover death and in what way (Hanusch, 2008). In 
that study, Australian journalists were shown to not have such a strong consideration 
of the impact of their stories in their deliberations. Australian values, according to 
Hofstede and Hofstede’s (2005) value systems dimensions, are very similar to those 
of the US and UK, particularly in terms of individualism and uncertainty avoidance.  
     Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) have argued that individualist countries value 
individual interests over collective interests. While the US, UK and Germany are all 
considered individualist countries compared to 71 other countries, the US and UK 
rank first and third, respectively, while Germany scores 67 and is ranked 18th. Thus, 
comparatively, Germans could be expected to value the benefit to the collective 
society somewhat more so than Americans and Britons.  
 
Conclusion 
This paper has shown that in the examination or analysis of journalistic practices, 
cultural considerations can be immensely useful. Despite being generally referred to 
as Western journalism practice, German journalism on the one hand and Anglo-
American journalism on the other display some important differences, which can be 
located in the respective national cultures. In particular, the differing historical 
developments of these countries were important in creating today’s media 
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environments. There exist a number of studies which examine journalism practices 
around the world, paying attention to journalists’ characteristics, news values, 
demographic backgrounds and other cultural factors on a detailed descriptive level 
(see, for example, the collection of studies in Weaver, 1998). Yet, as Hanitzsch (2007) 
has pointed out, very few studies have attempted to examine journalism culture at a 
conceptual level. This study is hoped to become a part of such a development of more 
conceptual approaches to journalism culture, and, together with already existing 
studies, would lead to a more holistic understanding of journalistic practice around the 
world. This would also lead to a better understanding and more comprehensive 
appraisal of the processes of international news itself. As I have argued elsewhere 
(Hanusch, 2008), the cultural framework and knowledge it can shed on journalistic 
practices is also useful for comparing the content of international news coverage. In 
that study, aspects of the cultural framework could be linked to how Australian and 
German newspapers report death in their foreign news reporting. The value systems 
approach employed by Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) in particular opened up 
possibilities of understanding some differences in journalistic practices and news 
content. It is important to note that the cultural dimensions outlined here do not exist 
in a vacuum, but rather are at all times inter-related and shape one another. It should 
also be pointed out that past approaches have tended to neglect dimensions such as 
Hofstede’s approach, and as such the study reported here needs validating through 
more empirical research. 
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Table 1 --- How the US, UK and Germany compare in Hofstede’s value dimensions 
 United States Great Britain Germany 
 Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank 
Power 
distance 40 57-59 35 63-65 35 63-65 
Individualism 91 1 89 3 67 18 
Masculinity 62 19 66 11-13 66 11-13 
Uncertainty 
Avoidance 46 62 35 66-67 65 43 
Long-term 
orientation 29 31 25 32-33 31 25-27 
 
Source: Hofstede and Hofstede, 2005. Ranks are out of 74 countries and regions, with long-
term orientations out of 39. 
 
 
